IN THE AUTUMN OF 1773, the Panchen Lama of Tashilhunpo, Lobzang Paldan Yeshes,l sent a letter to Warren Hastings in Calcutta.
When I was in Tibet, the Lama promised to endeavor to procure for me passports to go to Peking. He has not yet succeeded, but has sent a man to assure me that he will exert himself to procure me at least a passport by way of Canton. I propose to write him that I shall prepare myself either to go by land over Tartary, if he thinks it possible to procure me passports; otherwise, to go by sea to Canton in the full confidence of his sending me some person from himself to Canton with passports, so that I might get to Peking while the Lama is with the Emperor. I propose also to send back a Gosain who is in great favour with the Lama, and whom he has sent down to Calcutta, so as to be with him before he sets out from Tibet; and that this man who is much attached to me, together with one of my servants, should accompany the Lama to China, and come and meet me at Canton.7
The gosain, or Hindu holy man, in question must have been Purangir, 8 who had brought to Warren Hastings the first communication from the Panchen Lama, and who had been with Bogle in Tibet. For when the lama went to China, Purangir joined him en route and became one of his retinue. On his return, some three years later, Purangir made a rather complete report of the trip to his English patrons, which became one of the two chief European sources for the lama's visit to China9 (the other being Fr. Amiot's translation of the Ch'ien-lung Emperor's letter to the Dalai Lama, discussed below). But before taking up this report, it seems advisable to refer to the more exact details of the events of this visit as preserved in the official Chinese records.'0 7Ibid., 208-09. In a conversation at Tashilhunpo on April 4, 1775, the Panchen Lama asked Bogle whether an Englishman had ever gone to Peking, and when Bogle told him that none ever had, except Dr. John Bell who had gone with a Russian mission many years before, he said that he would try to get permission for the English to visit the emperor (Markham, Narratives, .
8 Brief accounts of Purangir's extraordinary life are given by Gaur Das Bysack, "Notes on a Buddhist monastery," JASB, 59 (1890), 50-99, and S. C. Sarcar, "A note on Puran Gir Gosain," Bengal past and present (The journal of the Calcutta Historical Society), 43 (1932) , 83-87. Though he was one of the remarkable men of his time, he has been so completely forgotten that Graham Sandberg, in his Exploration of Tibet (Calcutta, 1904) , 102, 105, was able to write that Purangir was the name of the Panchen Lamal Gosain is an Indian vernacular modification of the Sanskrit word goswami and is applied to Hindu religious mendicants in general; see H. H. Wilson, A glossary of judicial and revenue terms of British India (ed. A. C. Ganguli and N. D. Basu, Calcutta, 1940) , 285. This book explains that Purangir is a fairly common name among these men. Bogle found a considerable number of gosains in Tibet. He speaks of them as "trading pilgrims" and remarks that though they were clad in the garb of poverty, many of them were very wealthy (Markham, Narratives, .
"First published in Alexander Dalrymple's Oriental repertory (London, in periodical form, April 1796, and as a book in 1808; pp 145-64 of the latter) and republished by . In this report Purangir's name appears as -"Pourungheer," a phonetic transcription.
10Our chief source is the Kao-tsung Shun-huang-ti shih-lu s;"r. the 'Veri- In an entry for August 20, 1780, the court records announced the lama's first meeting with his emperor, as follows: "The Panchen Erdeni'3 from Further Tibet came to have an audience: the Emperor summoned him to the 1-ch'ing-kuan palace,'4 offered him a seat, inquired about his health, and bestowed on him some tea.''15 Equally bald statements at intervals during the next six weeks tell how various banquets and tea parties were given for the Panchen Lama and his retinue, along with various Mongol nobles and some Moslem dignitaries from Turkestan,'6 nese traditional historiography [Cambridge, 1938] , 88-93). We have used the modern photolithograph edition (Mukden, 1937) . Hereafter we shall abbreviate this title as KTSL. A second important source is the Gazetteer of Jehol (Jo-ho chih) A ikj~s, which has additional details of the events in the summer of 1780. In transforming the Chinese dates of these and other works to their Western equivalents, we have used Cheng Hao-sheng 4 Chin-shih Chung-hsi shih-jih tui-chao piao Ad-IfrK-jfij (Shanghai, 1936 "Jo-ho chih, ch. 80:13-14. This temple was called in Chinese either Cha-shih-lun-pu Miao ;L +fi|1i1t or Hsis-mi-fu-shou Miao #jff -j, the former being a transliteration of "Tashilhunpo" and the latter the direct translation of this compound Tibetan word (ibid., 1644 -1908 [Leyden, 1910 , 48, note 2). He gives the date as "45th year Ch'ien-lung, 4th moon, i.e. May 4-June 2, 1780." It is true that the cyclical characters for the day are given incorrectly in this work (ting-ch'ou -j jj for ting-yu y -), but Rockhill still could have figured out th correct one by the order of this entry in the day-by-day chronicle of court events. The mistake of the month is less excusable. Presumably because of calculating the wrong date, he was misled into thinking that this item was recorded before the Panchen Lama's visit and must therefore have been a prescription for the court procedure when he came, and thus he gave all the verbs in future tense. Furthermore, it was not an imperial decree, as stated by Rockhill, but merely the standard recording of an actual event after it had taken place. Lastly, he left off the first syllable of the name of the palace hall and attempted to translate the extra character of the name as part of the first sentence.
"6Among the Mongol guests specifically mentioned (KTSL, ch. 1111:10) was Ubasi, Khan of the Torguts, whose tribe had recently (1770-71) returned to Chinese territory from Russia, all of whom had come to Jehol to pay respects to their suzerain.17
The records then shift to events in Peking, where the Panchen Lama went when the court moved back there in the autumn. On October 30, for example, he dined with the emperor at the Pao-ho hall18 in the Forbidden City.'9 We have been unable to find any mention of the lama's sudden death or its circumstances in these court records. The last entries concerning him, in December, merely speak of the arrangements being made for sending his remains back to Tibet in a golden reliquary.20
The other dates are supplied by a letter from the Ch'ien-lung Emperor 20KTSL, ch. 1118:7; also p. 10, for later entries on the same subject. The reliquary is here described as a "golden stupa," chin t'a Ha, but in another source it is called a "golden shrine for the relics," she-li chin kang -w. (Sheng wu chi, ch. 5:16b). This reliquary contained his body. The clothes he was wearing when he died were placed in a magnificent marble chorten (Tibetan-style stupa) erected by order of the Ch'ien-lung Emperor at the 25 Chung-pa 44t B, with the addition of the Mongolian title for a "Living Hutukhtu, is the name by which this (later to be notorious) regent is generally referred to in the Chinese historical records; although an alternative name, Chung-k'o-pa *. A n , is u for him in this letter. Rockhill, Dalai Lamas, 47, note 2., miswriting his name as Ch'ung-pa, said that it presumably stood for the Tibetan title Shakdzo (-pa), but this seems too farfetched. His alternative Chinese name, Chung-k'o-pa, might possibly confirm Markham's supposition that his original Tibetan name was Thango-pa (Narratives, 91, note 1.), but the single instance of its use seems too slight to serve as concrete evidence. Bogle speaks of this regent as "Chanzo Cusho" throughout: "Cusho" probably stands for the honorary title of kushog, as Markham has suggested (ibid.), but "Chanzo" has no obvious Tibetan equivalent. report,29 these two documents now becoming the chief Western sources for the Panchen's trip. Father Amiot admitted that he had the original in his possession for too short a time to do a thorough job of translating it; but he said that if it was not elegant, it was as faithful as possible.30
On comparing his version with the original, however, it is so highly embroidered with extra details, that it scarcely seems possible that it could be the same document.31 In addition, he gives the wrong date for it; but the imperial archives contain no letter to the Dalai Lama on the subject of the Panchen's death other than the one we have mentioned.32
The account of Purangir Gosain is even more flowery than that of the Jesuit, and aside from the day of departure from Tashilhunpo, July 15, 1779,33 he gives no dates. Moreover, if one were to accept his chronology of the journey, it would be necessary to assume that the lama must have arrived at Jehol several months earlier than he actually did.34 It is also very difficult to make out the names of people and places, because of the extremely clumsy system of transliteration of foreign words used by himself or his translator.35 But with all its defects it has some very interesting information.
Purangir begins by telling how the emperor of China had sent repeated invitations to the Panchen for several years in succession, but that the latter had refused them, because of his fear of smallpox.36 Then when the lama had finally decided to accept in 1779, he had confided to some of his close friends that he had intimations that he would never return.37 He then goes on to give a long and circumstantial account of the journey and the 29 Oriental repertory, 273-82. This letter was again reproduced in Turner (443-48), since it was apparently considered one of the great curiosities of the period. 30Memoires congernant les chinois, 9:454.
I" These extra details sound quite circumstantial, but some of them at least, seem to have been fabricated. For example, Amiot speaks of the lama as staying at the Yuan-ming Yuan, the summer palace outside Peking, while visiting that city, when we know from the Chinese accounts that he actually stayed at the Yellow Temple (see Sheng wu chi, ch. 5:16).
u Amiot has "the ... of the second moon of the 46th year of Ch'ien Lung (1779 of our era),"
although the 46th year of Ch'ien-lung was of course 1781. Dalrymple (Oriental repertory, 282) preserves the date in this form; but Turner, or his publisher, apparently felt that it would sound more effective to be specific and inserted the "16th" (of the second moon). The original letter is dated with cyclical characters corresponding to "10th day of the first month" (KTSL, ch. 1122:9). m See note 22.
aPurangir's chronology in general seems rather doubtful, but that for the first part of the trip sounds very suspicious. It is difficult to see how he could have known how long the party took to reach Kumbum, for example, when he was not with them. 4. Ibid., 471-73-44 As we shall see, this testimony regarding the conversations may possibly be entirely false; but whether it was authentic or not, it was considered so, then and later, and from this it derives its importance.
45 Turner, 463-64.
"This is a composite Tibetan-Mongolian title. The Chinese version of it is Chang-chia hu-t'u-k'o-t'u -6---pq AW. This particular one was the second generation; he is monly known as Lalitavajra, the Sanskrit equivalent of his Tibetan name, Rolpahi Dorje.
Lama had something special to say to him "which friendship required him not to neglect." Then when the emperor asked him to speak freely, the Panchen Lama replied that in the country of Hindostan, which lay on the borders of his country, there lived a great prince, or ruler, for whom he had the greatest friendships and that he wished that the emperor should know him and think highly of him also. And if he would write him a letter of friendship and receive his in return, it would give the lama great pleasure. The emperor, says Purangir, replied that the request was a very small one indeed, but that this, or anything else he desired would be readily complied with, and went on to ask him about the ruler and his country. Whereupon the lama called in could not have heard the conversation he repeats in such detail -and asked him to answer the emperor's questions. Purangir says that he then told him that the governor of Hindostan was called Mr. Hastings, that the extent of the country he governed was not nearly equal to that of China, but superior to any other, and that its troops numbered more than three hundred thousand horsemen.49
The second episode took place after the Tibetan visitors had moved on to Peking. According to Purangir, at one of the many entertainments given in honor of the Panchen Lama, the latter reminded the emperor that he had some time previously mentioned to him a prince, or governor, of Hindostan called Mr. Hastings, who was his friend. And he repeated his wish that the emperor should know him and have friendly relations with him by opening a correspondence with him. The lama went on to say much more on the same subject, to all of which the emperor replied that he could assure him that it would give him great pleasure to know and correspond with the governor of Hindostan, his friend. He also said that if the lama wished, he would have a letter written immediately to the governor, in such words as the lama would dictate. Or, if he thought it would be more effective toward establishing the friendship he wished, the letter would be ready when the lama left China, and he could take it with See Baron A. von Stael-Holstein, "Remarks on an eighteenth century Lamaist document," Kuo-hsiieh chi-kan , 1 (Peking, 1923), 401-02. Purangir's report calls him "Cheengeea Guru," guru being the Sanskrit word for "teacher."
47 Meaning Warren Hastings.
48 Purangir, or the translator, refers to himself as "the writer of this narrative" (Turner, 464), indicating that it was a written report; although the subtitle speaks of "the verbal report of Poorungheer Gosein," suggesting that it might have been an oral one.
49He uses the expression "three lacks," one lakh, in Indian reckoning, being equal to a hundred thousand. him and forward it himself. The lama chose to take a letter with him and expressed much satisfaction.50 Sven Hedin, the modern Swedish explorer and writer, comments realistically on Purangir's testimony,51 saying that if there is any truth in this account, the emperor was playing a part; for he who some years later snubbed George III as if the latter were a disobedient vassal of the Son of Heaven, would never have lowered himself to enter into correspondence with the official of a trading company.52 However, the English in Calcutta took it very seriously, especially since the subject of the conversations between the lama and the emperor came up again in two letters which Hastings received from Tibet in the spring of 1782.53 These were from the regent of Tashilhumpo and his cupbearer, telling about the Panchen's death. It is probable that Purangir brought them, and that he made his report at this time.
At first glance, these letters appear to add little information to that which we have already gleaned from the Ch'ien-lung Emperor's letter to the Dalai Lama and Purangir's report. Certainly the dates they give for events on the journey are totally impossible, even allowing for mistakes in converting them from Tibetan into Persian (the language in which they were sent), and then into English;54 and the statement made in one -that 6?Turner, 468-69. r' Hedin, Jehol, 111. In another place he says, "There is too great a discrepancy between Porungheer's (sic) account in Captain Turner's book and the Chinese records, and it cannot be denied that the latter are more credible" (ibid., 109). "You, 0 King, live beyond the confines of many seas, nevertheless, impelled by your humble desire to partake of the benefits of our civilization, you have dispatched a messenger respectfully bearing your memorial.... I have perused your memorial: the earnest terms in which it is couched reveal a respectful humility on your part, which is highly praiseworthy" (p. 322).
"As your Ambassador can see for himself, we possess all things. I set no value on objects strange or ingenious, and have no use for your country's manufactures.... It behooves you, 0 King, to respect my sentiments and to display ever greater devotion and loyalty in future, so that, by perpetual submission to our Throne, you may secure peace and prosperity for your But aside from the testimony of these two Tashilhunpo lamas (in those letters, and later to Captain Turner) and that of Purangir, who all along had been the agent of Tashilhunpo rather than of Calcutta,59 there is no other evidence that the conversations concerning the English ever took place in Peking. It is true that the Chinese records of the Panchen's visit respond at all to the Persian dates in the text. Furthermore, the Persian dates do not correspond to the proper Tibetan ones for the events mentioned, even if we assume that the Persian names for the months might have been substituted for the Tibetan names. As the Tibetans in general tend to lack the well-developed historical and chronological sense of the educated Chinese, however, it seems quite possible that the lamas who wrote these letters just chose dates at random in order to give their statements an appearance of greater authenticity. Instead of doubting the authenticity of the conversations, the English developed quite different suspicions regarding the happenings in China.
Almost inevitably, the inopportune death of the lama who had been friendly to the English inspired the growth of a dark legend to the effect that he had died under very suspicious circumstances. People said that he had doubtless been disposed of by the Ch'ien-lung Emperor, on the assumption that the latter must have been upset over the fact that the ruler of Tibet had permitted Englishmen to enter his country and was apparently planning to have further dealings with them.
The first public expression of this hypothesis that we have been able to find was a statement made by Sir George Staunton in 1797, in his rather biased account of Lord Macartney's embassy to China four years before.63
He remarks that the suddenness of the lama's death had excited strong suspicions in Tibet, where it was imagined that the Panchen Lama's correspondence and connections with the English government of Bengal had offended the emperor, who, "yielding to the suggestions of a policy practiced sometimes in the East," had drawn the lama to his court with intentions different from those which he had expressed in his invitation.
These aspersions quickly took root, and the legend that the lama had been poisoned rapidly grew, to persist for a long time;64 but Staunton's words can easily be picked to pieces. In the first place, we have no real evidence that the emperor had any conversation with the lama about the English at all. In the second place, the national pride of the English, and He would scarcely have been so extravagant of his time and wealth if he were merely expecting to entertain an important but recalcitrant subject whom he secretly planned to dispose of.
As to the accusations of murder, it is true that while the Panchen Lama unquestionably died of smallpox, it could have been given to him; at the same time, it would seem that the Ch'ien-lung Emperor did not invite him a minor. But while the current one was in his minority the Panchen had been ruling for him; and even after the Dalai had come of age (ca. 1780), the riper years and vaster prestige of the with the purpose of disposing of him and that he had more to lose from the lama's death. Moreover, if the emperor merely wanted to prevent relations between the lamas of Tibet and the English, there would have been easier and safer ways of handling this than a murder, which if it had misfired, would have alienated most of the emperor's Western subjects in Tibet, Mongolia, and Turkestan, an eventuality he would never have wanted to risk.
Lastly, we must consider Staunton's reference to the suspicions entertained in Tibet -rather than in India or Europe. In 1882, Sarat Chandra Das, the famous Indian student of Tibetan culture, published his abridgment of the Tibetan biography of this Panchen Lama, translated into English.68 He devotes considerable space to the account of his journey to Peking, giving dates which correspond within a day to those cited in the Chinese records,69 and even recording some of the conversations between the lama and his suzerain.70 Significantly, none of the latter as much as mention Warren Hastings or the English in India. This source, furthermore, leaves no room for any doubt that the Panchen Lama died of smallpox,71 and it adds the detail that his last words were addressed to Purangir.72 It closes by saying that this was the greatest and noblest, and perhaps the wisest, of the sovereign lamas that ever appeared within the snow-girt realm of Tibet; and equally wise and noble was his friend the great Ch'ien-lung Emperor.73
When this translation belatedly appeared, it should in itself have disposed of Staunton's rumor that the Tibetans had thought that their ruler had been poisoned by his suzerain. But it came out in a relatively obscure publication, and few people saw it. In the meantime, several European historians and savants had taken up the story of the Lama's "unnatural "Contributions," JASB, 51:29-43. '*If the Tibetan calendar corresponded exactly with the Chinese in 1779 and 1780, as it seems to have, then all these dates appear to be a day off. There is a strong possibility, however, that the error is due to the translator's miscalculations, since Pelliot warns us that "all the chronological reductions affected by Sarat Chandra Das are suspect" (P. Pelliot, "Le cycle sexagenaire dans la chronologie Tibetaine," Journal asiatique, 11th ser., 1 [Paris, 1913] , 649).
Unfortunately, most of the studies in Tibetan chronology, like this of Pelliot's, discuss the system of recording years at great length, without mentioning the method for months and days. Turner, to Tashilhunpo with Purangir, to take a letter of greeting to the new incarnation of the Panchen Lama.76 But Turner discovered that the power to make decisions had shifted to Lhasa, where he was not permitted to go, and he returned with little more than some hopes of favorable negotiations in the future. 74 The first strong denial was expressed by an anonymous but obviously learned writer in the Asiatic journal and monthly register for 1832 (new ser., 9, Sept.-Dec., 1832, 153), who said that all the accounts which he had been able to consult, respecting the death of the Tibetan patriarch, confirmed the fact of his dying of smallpox, and that the report spread in Europe that the Ch'ien-lung Emperor had poisoned him in order to dissolve the connection between him and Warren Hastings seemed altogether without foundation. More recently, the great Tibetan scholar, Baron von Stael-Holstein, in writing about the death of this lama, remarked, "A rumour current at the time, that he died of poisoning, and that Imperial displeasure, not smallpox, was the cause of his death, hardly deserves credence" (JAOS, 52, [1932] , 349, note 4). Ludwig summed up the controversy neatly, concluding with the remark, "It is not at all likely that the Emperor... would have been driven to take refuge in the Borgian method of eliminating dangerous rivals" (Visit, 18) . But the legend still lives on because of its dramatic (Oxford, 1924), 96-98, 123 ff. Accused of pro-British sympathies after these and other, rather casual, relations with the British, he met with such great opposition from the Lhasa government that he had to flee to China in 1924 and never came back to Tashilhunpo. He died on the northern border of Tibet in 1937, and his successor has not yet been formally "discovered," although the Chinese have a claimant at Kumbum; see Life (Feb. 16, 1948), 78-79. 
